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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFP…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 24 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 24 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 98.166.170.217  
Response Started: Monday, December 17, 2012 6:45:48 PM   Response Modified: Monday, December 17, 2012 6:48:07 PM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel
that the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within
the corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

No Response

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

Very Useful

6. What other information would you like to know?

Completion date of project

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

Name: - Richard Harris

Address: - 13 Alton court HAMPTON, VA 23669

Email: - richharris@cox.net

Phone: - 757-344-3788
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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFP…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 17 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 17 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 132.3.29.68  
Response Started: Thursday, December 13, 2012 8:42:00 AM   Response Modified: Thursday, December 13, 2012 8:43:31 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which alternative
do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to Hampton
Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

The General Assembly needs to raise the gas tax in this state to begin paying for some of the infrastructure that is needed.

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response

1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFO…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 14 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 14 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 216.54.20.242  
Response Started: Thursday, December 13, 2012 6:45:41 AM   Response Modified: Thursday, December 13, 2012 6:47:12 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which alternative
do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the outside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to Hampton
Roads?

Yes

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response
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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIVb%2bMfEB5ZTZ301jPqYKdz…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 2 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 2 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 216.54.20.242  
Response Started: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 5:09:10 AM   Response Modified: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 5:12:11 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the outside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

tolls are not efficient, raise the gas tax

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

Email: - wed0c@hotmail.com

1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFN…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 19 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 19 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 198.212.189.122  
Response Started: Monday, December 17, 2012 12:22:08 PM   Response Modified: Monday, December 17, 2012 12:25:19 PM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which alternative
do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

N/A

6. What other information would you like to know?

N/A

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

Toll collecting on I-64 between Hampton & Richmond would INCREASE the congestion even more so than it is now! Tolls would
NOT be an improvement!

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response
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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFO…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 21 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 21 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 198.252.240.2  
Response Started: Monday, December 17, 2012 1:01:09 PM   Response Modified: Monday, December 17, 2012 1:02:21 PM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel
that the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within
the corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

Yes

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response

1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFN…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 20 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 20 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 68.109.7.254  
Response Started: Monday, December 17, 2012 12:24:50 PM   Response Modified: Monday, December 17, 2012 12:26:08 PM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

No

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which alternative
do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response
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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFM…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 25 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 25 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 66.114.79.5  
Response Started: Monday, December 17, 2012 7:43:58 PM   Response Modified: Monday, December 17, 2012 7:45:34 PM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel
that the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

No

because no info has been passed on.

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

Managed lanes

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within
the corridor?

Yes

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

what displays

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response

1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFP…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 23 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 23 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 71.176.41.84  
Response Started: Monday, December 17, 2012 3:33:31 PM   Response Modified: Monday, December 17, 2012 3:39:20 PM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel
that the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within
the corridor?

Yes

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

Yes

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

ok

6. What other information would you like to know?

economic impack assuming other trends take over this need

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response
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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFN…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 28 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 28 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 98.166.178.247  
Response Started: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:07:31 AM   Response Modified: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:12:24 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

Yes

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

Yes

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

i think tolls should be placed along I 81. yes somewhere out in the middle of no where just like the one on the side of a mountain
in west virginia, tolls there are $2 both ways. there is alot of traffic on that side of the state, enuff that would bring in alot of dollars
to help out with building the road widening from newport news to richmond

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response

1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFN…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 27 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 27 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 198.252.240.2  
Response Started: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 6:00:47 AM   Response Modified: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 6:02:30 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

Managed lanes

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

Yes

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response
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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFO…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 33 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 33 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 24.253.157.33  
Response Started: Sunday, December 30, 2012 6:02:25 PM   Response Modified: Sunday, December 30, 2012 6:34:28 PM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel
that the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within
the corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

Yes

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

The BUILD ALTERNATIVE 3 (MANAGED LANES) option is problematic for several reasons: (1) The existing HOV lane on the
Peninsula between exit 264 and Jefferson Avenue is severely underutilized. Your impact handout shows this managed lane
option would be just as expensive as adding general purpose lanes. It makes little sense to spend as much money as adding
general purpose lanes only to add underutilized HOV lanes. That is not cost effective (2) If these managed lanes are paid for by
gas tax dollars, they should be open to all motorists as a matter of fairness (3) Adding reversible lanes between 205 and 192
only addresses the congestion in one direction. It provides no relief to motorists stuck in heavy traffic in the other direction

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

Email: - mdonei@gmail.com

1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFO…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 30 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 30 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 108.26.116.83  
Response Started: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 5:42:44 PM   Response Modified: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 5:50:10 PM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

No Response

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

No Response

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

No Response

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

No Response

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

Why are you only considering toll to pay for transportation. I am against tolls. We have already paid for some of these proposals
previously. Why do you have to pay businesses to do business and build here? Let them use their own funds. Why do you have to
give these business such long term leases? All of these proposals need to be reworked.

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response
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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFM…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 36 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 36 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 108.39.122.231  
Response Started: Monday, January 7, 2013 7:23:52 AM   Response Modified: Monday, January 7, 2013 7:25:16 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you
feel that the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the outside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the
projects currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet
the needs within the corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond
to Hampton Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response

1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFO…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 34 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 34 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 71.176.195.14  
Response Started: Wednesday, January 2, 2013 11:11:03 AM   Response Modified: Wednesday, January 2, 2013 11:15:09 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which alternative
do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

Managed lanes

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

Yes

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to Hampton
Roads?

No Response

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

It would be nice for EZ-Pass or any other toll service to ONLY charge non-Virginia cars. That is, Virginia residents' pay with their
taxes, non-residents pay via tolls.

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response
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Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 198.252.240.2  
Response Started: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 8:53:20 AM   Response Modified: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 8:56:08 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

How can it possibly cost the same to use the median for expansion as it would to acquire additional right-of-way and property from
neighboring landowners?

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response

Browse Responses Filter Responses Download Responses View Summary »

Displaying 39 of 39 respondents    « Prev  Next  Next »»      Jump To: 39 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 71.251.228.43  
Response Started: Wednesday, January 9, 2013 11:17:38 AM   Response Modified: Wednesday, January 9, 2013 11:18:42 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that the 
appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed? 

No

Impact of tolling

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which alternative do 
you feel best meets the needs within the corridor? 

General purpose lanes widening to the outside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects currently 
programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to Hampton 
Roads? 

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study? 

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know? 

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have. 

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response

Page 1 of 1Survey Results

1/10/2013http://www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIVb%2bMfE...



APPENDIX H: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS | Page 133

FINAL | December 2013

APPENDIX H: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

1/10/13 Survey Results
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Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 96.225.162.138  
Response Started: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 6:31:32 PM   Response Modified: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 6:34:12 PM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that the
appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which alternative do
you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects currently
programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to Hampton
Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

Very good.

6. What other information would you like to know?

None.

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

None.

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response

1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIVb%2bMfEB5ZTZ301jPqYKdz…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 5 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 5 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 206.113.132.130  
Response Started: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 6:11:02 AM   Response Modified: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 6:36:53 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that the
appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

Yes

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which alternative do
you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects currently
programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to Hampton
Roads?

Yes

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

very

6. What other information would you like to know?

none

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

No Response

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

No Response
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1401 EAST BROAD STREET

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219-2000
Gregory A. Whirley                                                                                                                    

            Commissioner

VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

April 17, 2013 

Mr. James Wilson
Director  
City of Hampton Parks and Recreation 
Bluebird Gap Farm 
22 Lincoln Street, 5th Floor 
Hampton, Virginia 23669 

SUBJECT:   Interstate 64 Peninsula Study: Section 4(f) & De Minimis Impact 
Determination 

Project Number: 0064-M11-002, P101; UPC: 92212   
Counties of Henrico, James City, New Kent, and York, Cities of 
Richmond, Newport News, and Hampton 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

As you know, the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in cooperation with 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is conducting the Interstate 64 Peninsula 
Study to evaluate improvements to the Interstate 64 (I-64) corridor in the counties of 
Henrico, James City, New Kent, and York, and the cities of Richmond, Newport News, 
and Hampton. A project location map is enclosed. 

Specifically, the study is evaluating widening alternatives along 75 miles of I-64, from 
Interstate 95, in the City of Richmond, to Interstate 664, in the City of Hampton.  
Alternatives under consideration include widening the existing road corridor to the 
outside and/or inside, as well as implementing toll lanes and/or managed lanes 
options.  Although there are numerous possible combinations for adding these lanes, the 
analysis focused on adding the needed lanes within the existing VDOT right of way, to 
the greatest extent practicable. 

Despite these efforts, it is anticipated that the roadway improvements would result in a 
minor use of Bluebird Gap Farm, which is a property subject to Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended.  The proposed project 
alternatives would require increasing the width of existing right of way by up to 110 feet 
along the section of I-64 which borders Bluebird Gap Farm.

Wilson
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As shown in the enclosed detail map prepared for your reference, the estimated right of 
way needed from Bluebird Gap Farm ranges from approximately 3.00 to 7.42 acres.  A 
definitive calculation of areas needed for temporary and permanent uses will be 
completed when more detailed design information is available. 

Under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, FHWA 
may approve a transportation project requiring the use of public parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife and/or waterfowl refuges, and historic sites only if: (1) there is no prudent and 
feasible alternative to using that land; and (2) the project includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the park or historic site resulting from the use; or the project will have 
a de minimis impact on the resource.

In order for FHWA to make a finding of de minimis impact for publicly owned parks and 
recreational areas, the following must be demonstrated: 

1. The proposed use of the property must not adversely affect the activities, features, 
or attributes of the resource. 

2. There must be public notice and opportunity for public review and comment.  
VDOT has offered the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
effects of the project on the park’s activities, features, and attributes at the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) level.  This was accomplished through a 
published public notice and review period consistent with federal guidelines. 
Substantive public comments received on the Draft EIS and the Department’s 
responses will also be made available for review as part of the Final EIS.      

3. Officials with jurisdiction over the park or recreational area must concur that the 
project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of the 
resource.

The Draft EIS was published on November 2, 2012 and made available for agency and 
public comment.  Public hearings were held on December 11-13, 2012.  VDOT and 
FHWA did not receive any comments related to Section 4(f) issues at the park.

Based on the information compiled in this study and the substantive public comments 
received during public review of the Draft EIS, VDOT and FHWA believe the proposed 
project, which would use property from the Bluebird Gap Farm, would not adversely 
affect the activities, features, and attributes of the park and request that the City of
Hampton Parks and Recreation concur with this determination using the signature block 
at the end of this letter. If the City of Hampton Parks and Recreation concurs with this 
determination, it is FHWA’s intent to make a Section 4(f) finding of de minimis impact 
for the Bluebird Gap Farm. 
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If you concur with our assessment, please return the signed concurrence block to me by 
email (Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov) or fax (804-786-7401) at your earliest 
convenience, but no later than May 17, 2013. If you have any questions or need 
additional information, please call me at 804-371-4082.  I appreciate your assistance and 
prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Scott Smizik, AICP
Project Manager

copy: John Simkins, FHWA 

Enclosures 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1401 EAST BROAD STREET

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219-2000
Gregory A. Whirley                                                                                                                    

           Commissioner

VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

April 17, 2013 

Mr. Andy Lunsford
Park Operations Superintendent 
City of Newport News
Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism 
Newport News Park
13560 Jefferson Avenue 
Newport News, VA 23603 

SUBJECT:    Interstate 64 Peninsula Study: Section 4(f) & De Minimis Impact 
Determination 

Project Number: 0064-M11-002, P101; UPC: 92212   
Counties of Henrico, James City, New Kent, and York, Cities of 
Richmond, Newport News, and Hampton 

Dear Mr. Lunsford: 

As you know, the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in cooperation with 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is conducting the Interstate 64 Peninsula 
Study to evaluate improvements to the Interstate 64 (I-64) corridor in the counties of 
Henrico, James City, New Kent, and York, and the cities of Richmond, Newport News, 
and Hampton. A project location map is enclosed. 

Specifically, the study is evaluating widening alternatives along 75 miles of I-64, from 
Interstate 95, in the City of Richmond, to Interstate 664, in the City of Hampton.  
Alternatives under consideration include widening the existing road corridor to the 
outside and/or inside, as well as implementing toll lanes and/or managed lanes 
options.  Although there are numerous possible combinations for adding these lanes, the 
analysis focused on adding the needed lanes within the existing VDOT right of way, to 
the greatest extent practicable. 

Despite these efforts, it is anticipated that the roadway improvements would result in a 
minor use of Newport News Park, which is a property subject to Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended.  The proposed project 
alternatives would require increasing the width of existing right of way by up to 150 feet  

Lundsford 
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along the mainline of I-64 and an additional 75 to 320 feet at different locations within 
the Fort Eustis Boulevard interchange area.  As shown in the enclosed detail map 
prepared for your reference, the estimated right of way necessary for the project is 
approximately 27 acres, which includes area from the Newport News Park and Lee Hall 
Reservoir. A definitive calculation of areas needed for temporary and permanent uses 
will be completed when more detailed design information is available.

Under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, FHWA 
may approve a transportation project requiring the use of public parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife and/or waterfowl refuges, and historic sites only if: (1) there is no prudent and 
feasible alternative to using that land; and (2) the project includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the park or historic site resulting from the use; or the project will have 
a de minimis impact on the resource.

In order for FHWA to make a finding of de minimis impact for publicly owned parks and 
recreational areas, the following must be demonstrated: 

1. The proposed use of the property must not adversely affect the activities, features, 
or attributes of the resource. 

2. There must be public notice and opportunity for public review and comment.  
VDOT has offered the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
effects of the project on the park’s activities, features, and attributes at the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) level.  This was accomplished through a 
published public notice and review period consistent with federal guidelines. 
Substantive public comments received on the Draft EIS and the Department’s 
responses will also be made available for review as part of the Final EIS.      

3. Officials with jurisdiction over the park or recreational area must concur that the 
project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of the 
resource.

The Draft EIS was published on November 2, 2012 and made available for agency and 
public comment.  Public hearings were held on December 11-13, 2012.  VDOT and 
FHWA did not receive any comments related to Section 4(f) issues at the park.

Based on the information compiled in this study and the substantive public comments 
received during public review of the Draft EIS, VDOT and FHWA believe the proposed 
project, which would use property from the Newport News Park, would not adversely 
affect the activities, features, and attributes of the park and request that the City of 
Newport News Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism concur with this 
determination using the signature block at the end of this letter. If the City of Newport 
News Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism concurs with this determination, it is 
FHWA’s intent to make a Section 4(f) finding of de minimis impact for the Newport 
News Park.
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If you concur with our assessment, please return the signed concurrence block to me by 
email (Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov) or fax (804-786-7401) at your earliest 
convenience, but no later than May 17, 2013. If you have any questions or need 
additional information, please call me at 804-371-4082.  I appreciate your assistance and 
prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Scott Smizik, AICP
Project Manager

copy: John Simkins, FHWA 

Enclosures 



APPENDIX I: COORDINATION IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS | Page 22

FINAL | December 2013

APPENDIX I: COORDINATION IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS



APPENDIX I: COORDINATION IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS | Page 23

FINAL | December 2013

APPENDIX I: COORDINATION IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1401 EAST BROAD STREET

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219-2000
Gregory A. Whirley                                                                                                                    

            Commissioner

VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

April 17, 2013 

Mr. Daniel Smith
Superintendent  
National Park Service
Colonial National Historical Park
P.O. Box 210 
Yorktown, Virginia 23690 

SUBJECT:   Interstate 64 Peninsula Study: Section 4(f) & De Minimis Impact 
Determination 

Project Number: 0064-M11-002, P101; UPC: 92212   
Counties of Henrico, James City, New Kent, and York, Cities of Richmond, 
Newport News, and Hampton 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), is conducting the Interstate 64 Peninsula Study to evaluate 
improvements to the Interstate 64 (I-64) corridor in the counties of Henrico, James City, New 
Kent, and York, and the cities of Richmond, Newport News, and Hampton. A project location 
map is enclosed.  

As a cooperating agency in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that is 
being prepared for this project, the National Park Service has been invited to attend public 
meetings held for the project and to provide comments on the Draft EIS. In addition, 
representatives from VDOT met with your staff and NPS staff at Richmond National Battlefield 
Park in April 2012.  

As you know, the EIS evaluates widening alternatives along 75 miles of I-64, from Interstate 95, 
in the City of Richmond, to Interstate 664, in the City of Hampton. Alternatives under 
consideration include widening the existing road corridor to the outside and/or inside, as well as 
implementing toll lanes and/or managed lanes options. Although there are numerous possible 
combinations for adding these lanes, the analysis focused on adding the needed lanes within the 
existing VDOT right of way, to the greatest extent practicable. 

During previous consultation with your office, there was some uncertainty expressed by both 
VDOT and the National Park Service as to the official ownership of the land surrounding the I-64 
crossing of the Colonial Parkway and the Colonial National Historical Park (NHP). Based on this 
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uncertainty, the Draft EIS identified the Colonial Parkway and Colonial NHP as properties
subject to Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended. Upon 
further review, we have identified the enclosed Highway Deed which describes and illustrates 
right of way granted to VDOT over and surrounding the Colonial Parkway and Colonial NHP. 
Based on this document, we believe that the proposed roadway improvements along that corridor 
would fall within VDOT right of way, thereby avoiding a Section 4(f) use of both the Colonial 
Parkway and Colonial NHP. The enclosed figure illustrates the project location in relation to the 
defined right of way described in the Highway Deed. 

As you know, the Draft EIS was published on November 2, 2012 and made available for agency 
and public comment. Public hearings were held on December 11-13, 2012. VDOT and FHWA 
did not receive any comments related to Section 4(f) issues at Colonial Parkway and/or Colonial 
NHP.

The Final EIS is currently being prepared and the Section 4(f) Chapter will be revised to reflect 
that the potential roadway improvements near the Colonial Parkway and Colonial NHP would not 
represent a Section 4(f) use.

In addition to completing consultation under Section 4(f), VDOT is drafting a Programmatic 
Agreement (PA), in consultation with the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, outlining 
treatment measures for impacts on historic properties. As discussed in previous meetings with 
your office, the National Park Service will be invited to be a signatory to the PA. The PA will 
make commitments to preserving the appearance of the Colonial Parkway and the I-64 bridges 
that pass over it, as well as conducting all necessary archaeological work. As the PA is developed, 
we will consult with your office to ensure these items are adequately addressed. The Final EIS 
will include a copy of the PA.

We look forward to working with your agency on the PA in the upcoming months.  If you have 
any questions or need additional information, please contact me by phone (804-371-4082) or 
email (Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov). I appreciate your assistance and participation on this 
matter.

Sincerely,

Scott Smizik, AICP
Project Manager

copy:  John Simkins, FHWA 
 Dorothy Geyer, NPS (via email) 

Steven Williams, NPS (via email)
 Jonathan Connolly, NPS (via email) 
  

Enclosures
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1401 EAST BROAD STREET

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219-2000
Gregory A. Whirley                                                                                                                    

            Commissioner

VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

April 17, 2013 

Ms. Kathleen Kilpatrick
State Historic Preservation Officer
Attn: Marc Holma
Virginia Department of Historic Resources
Richmond Central Office 
2801 Kensington Avenue
Richmond, VA 23221 

Subject: Interstate 64 Peninsula Study: Section 4(f) & De Minimis Impact Determination  
Project Number: 0064-M11-002, P101; UPC: 92212   
Counties of Henrico, James City, New Kent, and York, Cities of Richmond, Newport 
News, and Hampton 
VDHR File Number: 2008-1573 

Dear Ms. Kilpatrick:

As you know, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Virginia Department of 
Transportation (VDOT) are studying potential improvements to the Interstate 64 corridor, from Interstate 
95, in the City of Richmond, to Interstate 664, in the City of Hampton. This study has been documented 
in a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that was published on November 2, 2012, and made 
available for agency and public comment, with public hearings occurring on December 11-13, 2012.  
Alternatives under consideration include widening the existing road corridor to the outside and/or inside,
as well as implementing toll lanes and/or managed lanes options.

We previously consulted with your office regarding effect determinations in correspondence dated 
February 6, 2013, and received concurrence on these determinations on March 8, 2013.  Based on each 
resource’s individual effect determinations, as described in that letter, VDOT is hereby notifying your 
office of FHWA’s intent to make a Section 4(f) finding of de minimis impact for the following historic 
properties, all of which will be affected, though not adversely: 

• Yorktown Battlefield, including Dam No. 1 (VA009; 099-5283); 
• Yorktown Battlefield, including Lee’s Mill (VA009; 099-5283);
• Williamsburg Battlefield (VA010; 099-5282);  
• Williamsburg Battlefield Redoubt 8 (44YO0050); 
• 4430 Cedar Point Lane (047-5141); 
• Cold Harbor Battlefield (VA062; 042-5017); 
• Cedar Knoll (0043-0078); 

Kilpatrick
p. 2 of 2 

• Savage’s Station Battlefield (VA019; 043-308); 
• Seven Pines Battlefield (VA014;043-5081); 
• Fair Oaks And Darbytown Road Battlefield (VA080; 043-5073);  
• Garnett’s and Golding’s Farms Battlefield (VA018; 043-5273); and, 
• Chaffin’s Farm and New Market Heights Battlefield (VA075; 043-0307). 

This determination would be made in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 138(b). 

During the development of the Draft EIS, there was some uncertainty expressed by both VDOT and the 
National Park Service as to the official ownership of the land surrounding the I-64 crossing of the 
Colonial Parkway and the Colonial National Historical Park (NHP). Based on this uncertainty, the Draft 
EIS identified the Colonial Parkway and Colonial NHP as properties subject to Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended. Upon further review, we have identified the 
enclosed Highway Deed which describes and illustrates right of way granted to VDOT over and 
surrounding the Colonial Parkway and Colonial NHP. Based on this document, we believe that the 
proposed roadway improvements along that corridor would fall within VDOT right of way, thereby 
avoiding a Section 4(f) use of both the Colonial Parkway and Colonial NHP. The enclosed figure 
illustrates the project location in relation to the defined right of way described in the Highway Deed. We
have informed the National Park Service at Colonial NHP of this finding under a separate letter. The Final 
EIS will be updated accordingly.  

In addition to this Section 4(f) consultation, VDOT is drafting a Programmatic Agreement, with your 
agency, outlining treatment measures for impacts on historic properties.  The Final EIS will include a
copy of this agreement along with effects determination correspondence. 

If you have questions regarding these proposed de minimis findings, please call me at 804-371-4082 or 
email me at Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov. I appreciate your assistance and attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Scott Smizik, AICP
Project Manager

copy: John Simkins, FHWA 

Enclosures 
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Summary of Potential Impacts to Waters of the United States Applying Level of Service (LOS) D to the Corridor 

PFO Wetlands (acres) PSS Wetlands (acres) PEM Wetlands (acres) Perennial Channel 
(linear feet)

Intermittent Channel 
(linear feet)

Ephemeral Channel 
(linear feet)

Lacustrine System 
(linear feet)

Alternative 1*          
(Preferred Alternative) 19.74 3.09 15.27 97,148 8,764 3,139 173

Alternative 1A/2A 19.74 3.09 15.27 97,148 8,764 3,139 173
Alternative 1* (Preferred 
Alternative) with Revised 
LOS D in Urban Areas**

19.03 3.09 15.27 93,075 8,764 3,106 173

Alternative 1A/2A with 
Revised LOS D in Urban 

Areas**
19.03 3.09 15.27 93,075 8,764 3,106 173

Alternative 1B/2B 19.94 2.39 14.86 98,300 9,064 3,075 173
Alternative 3 20.85 2.91 15.14 96,865 9,405 3,138 173

E2EM1P Wetlands 
(acres)

Other Waters of the 
United States                        
(linear feet) 

Alternative 1*          
(Preferred Alternative) 28.01 3,012

Alternative 1A/2A 28.01 3,012

Alternative 1 * (Preferred 
Alternative) with Revised 
LOS D in Urban Areas**

27.90 3,012

Alternative 1A/2A with 
Revised LOS D in Urban 

Areas**
27.90 3,012

Alternative 1B/2B 27.76 2,932
Alternative 3 27.83 2,936

Potential Impacts to Non-Tidal Waters of the United States

LOS - Level of Service

LOS - Level of Service

As noted in the tables, potential impacts to service waters do not substantially decrease by applying a LOS to the corridor (where appropriate).  Potential impacts to stream channels (especially perennial 
channels) decreased by the greatest amount.  This is due to the fact that there are few wetlands or streams in the urban areas, and the wetland systems are primarily in the median.  There is a 
substantial number of perennial stream systems along the entire corridor, both in the urban and rural sections.      

**  The values represent potential impacts to Waters of the United States for the original Alternative 1A/2A with the exception of applying a LOS D in the urban areas.  This analysis was not conducted on 
Alternative 1B/2B because there is not adequate median in the urban areas for improvements.  Alternative 3 was originally designed at LOS D.  

Build Alternative
Non-Tidal

Potential Impacts to Tidal Waters of the United States

Build Alternative

Tidal

*  The Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  To provide for the most conservative assessment of impacts, Alternative 1 is assumed to have the same footprint as Alternative 1A.  
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Following the call, USACE added the need to address ALL stormwater impacts, especially 
in light of the fact that there are impaired waters and at least one public water supply along 
that stretch.  And if there are other public water supplies along those first two phases, then 
those impacts would need to be avoided, minimized, as well; and those facilities should also 
be contacted and allowed to review the plans to determine ways to avoid/minimize impacts 
on their facilities/operations as well.

USACE also added that compensation will be required for all wetland impacts, and for 
stream impacts that exceed 300 LF.  However, if a stream relocation is done using natural 
channel design, then it may not require compensation (USACE will review those 
case-by-case.
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 Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (June 20, 2013)   6 
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,

THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,
THE VIRGINIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND

THE VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
REGARDING IMPROVEMENTS TO INTERSTATE 64 FROM INTERSTATE 
95 IN THE CITY OF RICHMOND TO INTERSTATE 664 IN THE CITY OF 

HAMPTON, VIRGINIA

WHEREAS, the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) proposes to add 
additional capacity, in the form of additional general purpose lanes and interchange 
improvements, to Interstate 64 from Interstate 95 in the City of Richmond to Interstate 
664 in the City of Hampton, Virginia (VDOT Project No. 0064-M11-002, P101; UPC 
92212; Virginia Department of Historic Resources [DHR] File No. 2008-1573)
(Attachment A), hereinafter referred to as the Project; and

WHEREAS, VDOT anticipates receiving Federal financial assistance for the Project
from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); and

WHEREAS, FHWA has determined that the provision of financial assistance for the 
Project is an undertaking as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16(y); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Appropriations Act of 
1899 (33 U.S.C. 401 and 403) and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1973 (33 
U.S.C. 1344), a Department of the Army permit will likely be required from the Corps of 
Engineers (Corps), and the Corps, by letter dated April 1, 2011, has designated FHWA as 
the lead federal agency to fulfill federal responsibilities under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470f); and

WHEREAS, FHWA has authorized VDOT to conduct consultation with the Virginia 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for the Project on its behalf pursuant to 
Section 106 of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470f), including the initiation of the Section 106 
process, identification of historic properties, and assessment of adverse effects; and 

WHEREAS, VDOT and FHWA completed a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Project in October 2012, that examined six alternatives (five build and one no-build)
for the Project, and in April 2013 the Commonwealth Transportation Board endorsed 
Alternative 1 (a combination of Alternatives 1A and 1B), general purpose widening with 
the option to widen to the outside or within the median to be determined on a segment-
by-segment basis (Attachment B); and

WHEREAS, VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties, has 
defined the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the Project in accordance with 36 CFR 
800.4(a)(1); the APE for direct effects is all existing and proposed right-of-way and 
easements, permanent and temporary; the APE for indirect effects includes a sufficient 
view shed of any construction footprint where historic properties may be indirectly 
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affected by alterations or diminishment of historic setting, feeling, or association from the
Alternative 1 corridor, as well as areas currently visible from Interstate 64 and from 
which Interstate 64 is visible; and

WHEREAS, VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties, has 
completed studies to identify above-ground resources on or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) within the Project’s APE for direct and 
indirect effects and conveyed its findings to the SHPO by letters dated May 13, 2011,
March 20, 2012, June 8, 2012,  July 25, 2012, and February 6, 2013, and the SHPO 
concurred with these findings on July 1, 2011, May 1, 2012, June 20, 2012,  August 20, 
2012 and March 8, 2013, respectively; and

WHEREAS, VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties, has 
identified the following above-ground resources listed or considered eligible for listing in 
the NRHP within or adjacent to the Project’s APE: the Yorktown Battlefield (VDHR 
Inventory No. 099-5283; Dam No. 1 and Lee’s Mill), the Williamsburg Battlefield 
(VDHR Inventory No. 099-5282, the Williamsburg Battlefield Redoubt No. 8 (VDHR 
Inventory No. 099-0039/44YO0050, the Williamsburg Battlefield Redoubt No. 9 (VDHR 
Inventory No. 099-0040/44YO0051), the Colonial Parkway (VDHR Inventory No. 047-
0002), 4430 Cedar Point Lane (VDHR Inventory No. 047-5141), the Cold Harbor 
Battlefield (VDHR Inventory No. 042-5017), Cedar Knoll (VDHR No. 043-0078), the 
Savage’s Station Battlefield (VDHR Inventory No. 043-0308), the Seven Pines 
Battlefield (VDHR Inventory No. 043-5081), the Fair Oaks and Darbytown Road 
Battlefield (VDHR Inventory No. 043-5073), the Garnett’s and Golding’s Farms 
Battlefield (VDHR Inventory No. 043-5273), the Chaffin’s Farm and New Market 
Heights Battlefield (VDHR Inventory No. 043-0307), the Chestnut Hill/Plateau Historic 
District (VDHR Inventory No. 127-0323), the Shockoe Hill Burying Ground (no VDHR 
Inventory No.), the Shockoe Hill Cemetery (VDHR Inventory No. 127-0389), the 
Hebrew Cemetery (VDHR Inventory No. 127-6166), the Sixth Mount Zion Baptist 
Church (VDHR Inventory No. 127-0472), the Saint Luke Building (VDHR Inventory No. 
127-0352), and the Jackson Ward Historic District and Expansions (VDHR Inventory 
No. 127-0237); and

WHEREAS, VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties, has 
applied the criteria of adverse effect to above-ground resources listed or considered 
eligible for listing on the NRHP, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.5, and determined that 
above-ground historic properties will not be adversely affected by the project, and 
conveyed its findings to the SHPO by letter dated February 6, 2013, and the SHPO 
concurred with these findings on March 8, 2013; and

WHEREAS, VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties, has 
initiated but not yet completed studies to identify archaeological properties on or eligible 
for the NRHP within the Project’s APE for direct effects, and conveyed its preliminary 
findings to the SHPO by letter dated May 21, 2012, and the SHPO accepted these 
findings by letter dated June 11, 2012; and 
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WHEREAS, VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties, has 
determined that Redoubt 9 (Williamsburg Battlefield; VDHR Inventory No. 
44YO0051/099-0040) is eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criteria A and D and has 
conveyed its findings and recommendations to the SHPO by letter dated June 2, 2009,
and the SHPO concurred with this finding on July 2, 2009; and

WHEREAS, VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties, has 
determined that the Project may have an adverse effect on Redoubt 9 (VDHR Inventory 
No. 44YO0051/099-0040), a Civil War earthwork associated with the Battle of 
Williamsburg; and,

WHEREAS, VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties, has 
completed a Phase II archaeological evaluation of the Shockoe Valley Burial Ground 
located in the City of Richmond, Virginia, the results of which are reported in the 
document titled, Phase II Archaeological Evaluation of the I-64 Bridge Shockoe Valley 
Burial Ground City of Richmond, Virginia (Calhoun et al. 2013) and conveyed its 
findings to the SHPO by letter dated October 22, 2013, and the SHPO concurred with this 
finding on November 18, 2013; and

WHEREAS, FHWA, with the assistance of VDOT, has consulted with the SHPO and 
other consulting parties to resolve the known adverse effects of the Project on historic 
properties in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, 16 U.S.C. §470, and its 
implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 800; and

WHEREAS, FHWA has notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 
by letter dated July 25, 2013, of the potential adverse effect of the Project pursuant to 36 
CFR 800.6(a)(1), and the ACHP has chosen not to participate in consultation by letter 
dated August 22, 2013; and

WHEREAS, on July 25, 2011, FHWA wrote to the Catawba Indian Tribe (South 
Carolina), and the Tuscarora Indian Nation (New York) providing each of these 
federally-recognized tribes the opportunity to participate as a consulting party to the 
Project pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(2)(ii) and neither tribe has replied to the 
invitation; and 

WHEREAS, on July 22, 2011, VDOT wrote to the Pamunkey Tribe, the Rappahannock 
Tribe, the Mattaponi Tribe, the Nansemond Tribe, and the Chickahominy Tribe providing 
each of these state-recognized tribes the opportunity to participate as a consulting party 
on the Project pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(5), and none of the tribes have replied to 
the invitation; and
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WHEREAS, on July 22, 2011, VDOT wrote to the City of Hampton, the City of 
Newport News, the City of Richmond, James City County, York County, New Kent 
County, and Henrico County providing each the opportunity to participate in consultation 
on the Project pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(3), and James City County, York 
County, and New Kent County responded affirmatively to the invitation and have been 
invited by FHWA to concur in this Agreement pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(c)(3); and

WHEREAS, VDOT has participated in this consultation pursuant to 36 CFR Part 
800.2(c)(4), and FHWA has invited VDOT to be an Invited Signatory to this Agreement 
pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(c)(2)(iii); and

WHEREAS, on July 22, 2011, VDOT wrote to the following parties providing each the 
opportunity to participate as a consulting party on the Project pursuant to 36 CFR Part 
800.2(c)(5):  The National Park Service Colonial National Historical Park, the National 
Park Service Richmond National Battlefield Park, the American Battlefield Protection 
Program (ABPP), the United States Navy Naval Weapons Station, Langley Air Force 
Base, Fort Eustis, United States Coast Guard Training Center Yorktown, Hampton 
University, the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, Colonial Downs, Fox Hill Historical 
Society, Hampton Heritage Foundation Inc, Hampton History Museum, Warwick County 
Historical Society, Hugh S. Watson Genealogical Society of Tidewater Virginia, James 
City County Historical Commission, York County Historical Committee, New Kent 
Historical Society, Henrico County Historical Society, Richmond, Fredericksburg, and 
Potomac Railroad Historical Society, Preservation Virginia, Fort Monroe Authority, and 
The Contraband Historical Society.  Only the National Park Service Colonial National 
Historical Park (NPS-COLO), American Battlefield Protection Program (ABPP), the 
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation (CWF), and the Fort Monroe Authority (FMA) 
responded affirmatively to the invitation, and the ABPP, the CWF, and the FMA have 
been invited by FHWA to concur in this Agreement pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(c)(3); 
and

WHEREAS, the NPS-COLO has participated in this consultation pursuant to 36 CFR 
Part 800.2(c)(4), and FHWA has invited NPS-COLO to be an Invited Signatory to this 
Agreement pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(c)(2)(iii); and

WHEREAS, the public has been afforded the opportunity to comment on the Project at 
Citizen Information Meetings held on March 23 and 24, 2012, and April 25 and 26, 2012,
at Location Public Hearings held on December 11, 12, and 13, 2012, and will have 
further opportunities during the project design phase.

NOW, THEREFORE, FHWA, the  NPS-COLO, the SHPO, and VDOT (hereinafter 
referred to collectively as the “Signatories”) agree that the Project shall be implemented 
in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effects of 
the undertaking on historic properties.
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STIPULATIONS

FHWA shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented:

I.  Consideration of Historic Properties in Project Design

A. General Design Commitments 

VDOT shall design and implement the Project so that the improvements 
are located within existing VDOT right-of-way (ROW) to the extent 
practicable and effects to the following identified above-ground historic 
properties are avoided:  

 Williamsburg Battlefield (VA010; VDHR Inventory No. 
099-5282);

 Cedar Knoll (VDHR Inventory No. 043-0078);
 Savage’s Station Battlefield (VA019; VDHR Inventory No. 043-

0308); and
 Seven Pines Battlefield (VA014; VDHR Inventory No. 043-5081).

B. Design Commitments for Avoidance of Redoubt 8 (VDHR Inventory No. 
44YO0050) 

1. VDOT shall construct Project improvements within the existing ROW to 
avoid diminishing the historic setting, feeling, design, materials, and 
workmanship of Redoubt 8 (VDHR Inventory No. 44YO0050).

2. VDOT shall design and construct the Route 199 deceleration lane with a 
sufficient buffer to avoid diminishing the historic setting and feeling of 
Redoubt 8 (VDHR Inventory No. 44YO0050).

C. Design Commitments for Avoidance or Minimization of Effects to Redoubt 9 
(VDHR Inventory No. 44YO0051)

1. VDOT shall explore Project design alternatives to avoid or minimize 
Project effects to Redoubt 9 (VDHR Inventory No. 44YO0051) to the 
greatest extent practicable.

2. In the event effects to Redoubt 9 (VDHR Inventory No. 44YO0051) 
cannot be avoided through Project design, then the Redoubt 9 (VDHR 
Inventory No. 44YO0051) shall be treated in accordance with the 
provisions outlined in Stipulations II(B) and II(C) below. 
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D. VDOT shall afford the SHPO an opportunity to review and comment on the 
design commitments described in Stipulation I.A, I.B, and I.C at approximately a 
30 percent level of plan development. VDOT may assume that the SHPO finds 
the design plans are acceptable if no response is received within thirty (30)
calendar days of confirmed receipt.  

E. Design Commitments for Avoidance of the Shockoe Hill Burying Ground

1. VDOT shall design and construct Project improvements in a manner that 
avoids penetrating the existing fill-slope northwest of the I-64 Bridges 
where surviving elements of the Shockoe Hill Burying Ground may exist 
and will limit construction of highway infrastructure to the greatest extent 
practicable to within the existing ROW, which has been documented as 
substantially disturbed and to not contain human burials.

2. VDOT shall have an archaeologist who meets the qualification standards 
set forth in Stipulation V of this Agreement periodically monitor 
construction and soil disturbance associated with the Project in the vicinity 
of the Shockoe Hill Burying Ground.  In the unlikely event human 
remains or burial related features are encountered, work shall immediately 
cease in the area of the discovery and in any adjacent areas where related 
resources may reasonably be expected to occur and the provisions set forth 
in Stipulations III and IV of this Agreement shall be implemented. 

F. Design Commitments for Widening of Interstate 64 Bridges over the Colonial 
Parkway (VDHR Inventory No. 047-0002)

1. VDOT shall not acquire ROW from the NPS-COLO for construction of 
the Project.

2. VDOT shall design and construct the modifications to the Interstate 64 
bridges over the Colonial Parkway (VDHR Inventory No. 047-0002) so as 
to reflect the aesthetic properties of the existing bridges including 
materials, scale, and massing in a manner that is compatible with the 
Colonial Parkway (VDHR Inventory No. 047-0002). VDOT shall afford 
the NPS-COLO and the SHPO an opportunity to review and comment on 
design plans for the bridges over the Colonial Parkway. VDOT may 
assume that the NPS-COLO and the SHPO find the design plans are 
acceptable if no response is received within thirty (30) calendar days of 
confirmed receipt.

3. VDOT shall locate storm water management structures and features out of 
the view shed of the Colonial Parkway (VDHR Inventory No. 047-0002) 
and shall take into account seasonal vegetation changes in identifying 
locations. VDOT shall afford the NPS-COLO and the SHPO an 
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opportunity to review and comment on storm water management plans for 
areas adjacent to park properties. VDOT may assume that the NPS-COLO 
and the SHPO find the design plans are acceptable if no response is 
received within thirty (30) calendar days of confirmed receipt.

4. VDOT shall consult with the NPS-COLO and the SHPO on the design and 
installation of vegetative screening along the view shed of the Colonial 
Parkway (VDHR Inventory No. 047-0002) as it approaches and passes 
under Interstate 64. 

5. VDOT shall consult with the NPS-COLO on the management of traffic 
during project construction to minimize traffic impacts on the Colonial 
Parkway (VDHR Inventory No. 047-0002).

II.  Archaeological Historic Properties  

A. Identification

1. VDOT shall complete efforts to identify archaeological sites eligible for 
listing on the NRHP within the APE for the Project in accordance with 36 
CFR Part 800.4(b).  VDOT shall conduct these identification efforts 
pursuant to the requirements of Stipulations V and VI.A of this 
Agreement.  Pursuant to Stipulation VI.B of this Agreement, VDOT shall 
provide the SHPO the opportunity to review and concur, and the other 
Consulting Parties the opportunity to review and comment on a report on 
its findings. 

2. VDOT shall conduct any further investigations necessary to evaluate the 
NRHP-eligibility of any archaeological sites identified as a result of the 
activities described in Paragraph A.1 of this Stipulation.  These 
evaluations shall be conducted in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(c), 
and pursuant to the requirements of Stipulations V and VI.A of this 
Agreement.  Pursuant to Stipulation VI.B, VDOT shall provide the SHPO 
the opportunity to review and concur, and the other Consulting Parties the 
opportunity to review and comment on a report on its findings.  

B. Assessment of Effects

If archaeological sites meeting the criteria for listing on the NRHP are 
identified as a result of the activities described in Paragraphs A.1 and A.2 
of this Stipulation, VDOT shall assess the effects of the Project on these 
properties in a manner consistent with 36 CFR 800.5, and submit its 
findings to the SHPO for its review and concurrence, and to the other 
Consulting Parties for review and comment pursuant to Stipulation VI.B.
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C. Treatment of Archaeological Sites Determined Eligible for Listing on the NRHP

1. If VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and the Consulting Parties, 
determines that an archaeological site eligible for listing on the NRHP will 
be adversely affected by the Project, VDOT, in consultation with FHWA,
shall determine whether avoidance or minimization of the adverse effects 
is practicable.  If the adverse effects cannot be practicably avoided, 
VDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and the other Consulting Parties, 
shall develop a treatment plan for the archaeological site. In a manner 
consistent with Stipulation VI.B of this Agreement, VDOT shall provide 
the SHPO the opportunity to review and concur with, and the Consulting 
Parties the opportunity to review and comment on the treatment plan.

2. Any treatment plan VDOT develops for an archaeological property under 
the terms of this stipulation shall be consistent with the requirements of 
Stipulation VI.A of this Agreement and shall include, at a minimum:

(a) Information on the portion of the property where data recovery or 
controlled site burial, as appropriate, is to be carried out, and the 
context in which the property is eligible for the NRHP;

(b) The results of previous research relevant to the project;

(c) Research problems or questions to be addressed, with an 
explanation of their relevance and importance;

(d) The field and laboratory analysis methods to be used, with a 
justification of their cost-effectiveness and how they apply to this 
particular property and the research needs;

(e) The methods to be used in artifact, data, and other records 
management;

(f) Explicit provisions for disseminating in a timely manner the 
research findings to professional peers;

(g) Arrangements for presenting to the public the research findings, 
focusing particularly on the community or communities that may 
have interests in the results;

(h) The curation of recovered materials and records resulting from the 
data recovery in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79; and 
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(i) Procedures for evaluating and treating discoveries of unexpected 
remains during the course of the project, including necessary 
consultation with other parties.

3. VDOT shall ensure the treatment plan is implemented and that any 
agreed- upon data recovery field operations have been completed before 
ground- disturbing activities associated with the Project are initiated at or 
near the affected archaeological historic property. VDOT shall notify the 
SHPO once data recovery field operations have been completed so that a 
site visit may be scheduled, if the SHPO finds a visit appropriate. The 
proposed construction may proceed following this notification while the 
technical report is in preparation. VDOT shall ensure that the 
archaeological site form on file in the SHPO’s Virginia Cultural Resource 
Information System (V-CRIS) is updated to reflect the implementation of 
the treatment plan for each affected site.

III. Post Review Discoveries

A. In the event that a previously unidentified archaeological resource is discovered 
during ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction of the Project,
VDOT, in accordance with Section 107.16(d) of VDOT’s Road and Bridge 
Specifications, shall require the construction contractor to halt immediately all 
construction work involving subsurface disturbance in the area of the resource 
and in the surrounding areas where additional subsurface remains can reasonably 
be expected to occur and immediately notify VDOT of the discovery. Work in all 
other areas of the Project may continue.

B. VDOT shall notify FHWA, the SHPO, and the Consulting Parties within two (2) 
working days of the discovery.  In the case of prehistoric or historic Native 
American sites, FHWA shall notify any federally-recognized tribe with an interest 
in the area within two (2) working days of the discovery, and VDOT shall notify 
appropriate Indian tribes recognized by the Commonwealth of Virginia 
(hereinafter “Virginia Indian tribes”) within two (2) working days of the 
discovery.  

C. VDOT shall ensure that an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR 44739) investigates the work site 
and the resource, and then VDOT shall forward to FHWA, the SHPO, the other 
Consulting Parties, appropriate federally-recognized Indian tribes, and appropriate 
Virginia Indian tribes an assessment of the NRHP eligibility of the resource (36 
CFR Part 60.4) and proposed treatment actions to resolve any adverse effects on 
the resource. The SHPO, the other Consulting Parties, appropriate federally-
recognized Indian tribes, and appropriate Virginia Indian tribes shall respond 
within five (5) working days of receipt of VDOT’s assessment of NRHP
eligibility of the resource and proposed action plan.  VDOT, in consultation with 
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FHWA, shall take into account the recommendations of the SHPO, the other 
Consulting Parties, appropriate federally-recognized Indian tribes, and appropriate 
Virginia Indian tribes regarding the NRHP eligibility of the resource and the 
proposed action plan, and then carry out the appropriate actions.

D. VDOT shall ensure that construction work within the affected area does not 
proceed until the appropriate treatment measures are developed and implemented 
or the determination is made that the located resource is not eligible for listing in 
the NRHP.

IV. Treatment of Human Remains

A. VDOT shall treat all human remains in a manner consistent with the ACHP’s 
Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human Remains and 
Funerary Objects (February 23, 2007: 
http://www.achp.gov/docs/hrpolicy0207.pdf ).

B. Human remains and associated funerary objects encountered during the course of 
actions taken as a result of this Agreement shall be treated in a manner consistent 
with the provisions of the Virginia Antiquities Act, Section 10.1-2305 of the Code 
of Virginia and its implementing regulations, 17 VAC5-20, adopted by the 
Virginia Board of Historic Resources and published in the Virginia Register on 
July 15, 1991, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(25 U.S.C. 3001) and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 10. In 
accordance with these regulations, VDOT may obtain a permit from the SHPO for 
the archaeological removal of human remains should removal be necessary.

C. In the event that the human remains encountered are likely to be of Native 
American origin, whether prehistoric or historic, FHWA shall immediately notify 
any federally-recognized Indian tribes with an interest in the area.  VDOT, on 
behalf of FHWA, shall immediately notify appropriate Virginia Indian tribes.  
FHWA shall consult with any federally-recognized Indian tribes with interest in 
the area, and VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, shall consult with appropriate Virginia 
Indian tribes in determining the treatment of Native American human remains and 
associated funerary objects.

D. VDOT shall make all reasonable efforts to ensure that the general public is 
excluded from viewing any Native American gravesites and associated funerary 
objects.  The Signatories and Consulting Parties shall release no photographs of 
any Native American gravesites or associated funerary objects to the press or to 
the general public.
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V. Professional Qualifications

All archaeological and architectural studies or treatment actions carried out pursuant to 
this Agreement shall be conducted by or under the direct supervision of an individual or 
individuals who meet, at a minimum, the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-44739, September 29, 1983) in the appropriate 
discipline.

VI. Preparation and Review of Documents

A. All archaeological studies, technical reports, and treatment plans prepared 
pursuant to this Agreement shall be consistent with the federal standards entitled 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines (48 FR 44716-44742, September 29, 1983), the SHPO’s Guidelines 
for Conducting Historic Resources Survey in Virginia (October 2011), and the 
ACHP’s Recommended Approach for  Consultation on Recovery of Significant 
Information from Archaeological Sites (1999), or subsequent revisions or 
replacements to these documents.

B. The Signatories (excluding FHWA) and Consulting Parties agree to provide 
comments to VDOT on all technical materials, findings, and other documentation 
arising from this Agreement within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt unless 
otherwise specified.  If no comments are received from the SHPO, another 
Signatory, or a Consulting Party within the thirty (30)-calendar-days review 
period, VDOT may assume that the non-responsive party has no comment.  
VDOT shall take into consideration all comments received in writing from the 
SHPO, other Signatories, and Consulting Parties within the thirty (30)-calendar-
day review period.

C. VDOT shall provide the SHPO three (3) copies two (2) hard copies and one (1) in 
Adobe Acrobat format (PDF) on compact disk) of all final reports prepared 
pursuant to this Agreement.  VDOT shall also provide any other Signatory or
Consulting Party a copy of any final report (in hard copy or Adobe Acrobat 
format, as requested) if so requested by that party.  Such requests must be 
received by VDOT in writing prior to the completion of construction of the 
Project.

VII. Curation Standards

A. VDOT shall ensure that all original archaeological records (research notes, field 
records, maps, drawings, and photographic records) and all archaeological 
collections recovered from VDOT highway right-of-way produced as a result of 
implementing the Stipulations of this Agreement are provided to the SHPO for 
permanent curation.  In exchange for its standard collections management fee as 
published in the Virginia Department of Historic Resources State Collections 
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Management Standards (June 26, 2009), or subsequent revisions or replacements 
to that document, the SHPO agrees to maintain such records and collections in 
accordance with 36 CFR 79, Curation of Federally Owned and Administered 
Archaeological Collections.

B. VDOT shall return to individual property owners any artifact collections that 
VDOT has recovered from their property, unless VDOT and the private property 
owner have reached agreement on an alternative arrangement.  If the private 
property owner donates the artifact collection to the VDHR by executing a 
donation agreement with the DHR within ninety (90) days of receipt of written 
notification from VDOT of its intent to return the collection to the owner, VDOT
shall assume responsibility for payment of DHR’s standard collections curation 
fee for the donated artifact collection.

VIII. Dispute Resolution

A. Objections by Signatory or Consulting Party

1. Should any Signatory or Consulting Party object in writing to FHWA
regarding any plans provided for review pursuant to this Agreement, or 
should any Signatory or Consulting Party object in writing to FHWA
regarding the manner in which measures stipulated in this Agreement are 
being implemented, FHWA shall first consult with the objecting party to 
resolve the objection.  If FHWA determines that the objection cannot be 
resolved through such consultation, FHWA shall then consult with the 
Signatories to resolve the objection.  If FHWA then determines that the 
objection cannot be resolved through consultation, FHWA shall forward 
all documentation relevant to the objection to the ACHP, including 
FHWA’s proposed response to the objection.  Within thirty (30) calendar 
days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the ACHP shall exercise 
one of the following options:

(a) Advise FHWA that the ACHP concurs with FHWA’s proposed 
response to the objection, whereupon FHWA will respond to the 
objection accordingly; or

(b) Provide FHWA with recommendations, which FHWA shall take 
into account in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the 
objection; or

(c) Notify FHWA that the objection will be referred for comment 
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.7(a)(4), and proceed to refer the objection 
and comment.  FHWA shall take the resulting comment into account 
in accordance with 36 CFR 800.7(c)(4).
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2. Should the ACHP not exercise one of the above options within thirty (30) 
calendar days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, FHWA may 
assume the ACHP’s concurrence in its proposed response to the objection.

3. FHWA shall take into account any ACHP recommendation or comment 
provided in accordance with this stipulation with reference only to the 
subject of the objection; FHWA’s responsibility to carry out all actions 
under this Agreement that are not the subjects of the objection shall 
remain unchanged.

B. Objection from Public

At any time during the implementation of the measures stipulated in this 
Agreement, should a member of the public object to FHWA or VDOT
regarding the manner in which the measures stipulated in this Agreement 
are being implemented, FHWA shall notify the Signatories to this 
Agreement and consult with the objector to solve the objection.  The 
Signatories may request that FHWA notify the Consulting Parties about 
the objection as well.

IX. Amendments and Termination

A. Any Signatory to this Agreement may propose to FHWA that the Agreement be 
amended, whereupon FHWA shall consult with the other Signatories to consider 
such an amendment.  36 CFR 800.6(c)(7) shall govern the execution of any such 
amendment.  Any Signatory to this Agreement may terminate it in accordance 
with the provisions of 36 CFR 800.6(c)(8).

B. If FHWA and VDOT decide they will not proceed with the Project, they may so 
notify the Signatories and Consulting Parties and then this Agreement shall 
become null and void.

C. In the event that this Agreement is terminated or rendered null and void, VDOT
shall submit to the SHPO a technical report on the results of any archaeological 
investigations conducted prior to and including the date of termination, and shall 
ensure that any associated collections and records recovered are curated in 
accordance with Stipulation VII of this Agreement.

D. In the event that this Agreement is terminated, FHWA shall either execute a 
memorandum of agreement with signatories under 36 CFR 800.6(c)(1) or request 
the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR 800.7(a).
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X. Duration

This Agreement shall continue in full force and effect until five (5) years after the date of 
the last signature of a Signatory.  At any time in the six (6)-month period prior to such 
date, VDOT may request that the Signatories consider an extension of this Agreement.  
No extension or modification shall be effective unless all Signatories have agreed with it 
in writing. 

XI. Signatures

This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, with a separate page for each 
Signatory.  Separate pages may also be provided for each Consulting Party.  FHWA shall 
ensure that each Signatory and Consulting Party is provided with a copy of the fully 
executed Agreement.

Execution of this Agreement by FHWA, NPS-COLO, the SHPO, and VDOT, and its 
submission to the ACHP in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b)(1)(iv) shall, pursuant to 36 
CFR 800.6(c), be considered to be an agreement with the ACHP for the purposes of 
Section 110(1) of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470).  Execution and 
submission of this Agreement, and implementation of its terms, evidence that FHWA has 
afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment on the proposed Project and its potential 
effects on historic properties, and that FHWA has taken into account the potential effects 
of the undertaking on historic properties.
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ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT LOCATION MAP
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ATTACHMENT B
CONFIGURATION OF ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
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I. Introduction
This appendix documents the phased approach that would be used 
to implement Alternative 1 and the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) process associated with the phased approach.  Figure 
1 illustrates the main components of the traditional EIS process 
that was used to initiate this study, how the phased implementation 
process was introduced to this study, and the next steps in the 
phased process.
As part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
process, the Draft EIS was prepared and made available for 
public and agency review.  Comments received are included 
in Appendix H – Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final 
EIS, including a number of comments on how a project of this 
size would be funded, designed, permitted and constructed.  
Specific comments from the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA), a cooperating agency for the I-64 
Peninsula Study, suggested that “…the study include within the 
alternatives analysis the phasing of the proposed alternatives.  
This phasing concept would be applied as presumably the 
roadway would not be expanded for all 75 miles at the same 
time of construction.”  During the February 20, 2013, workshop, 
the Virginia Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) also 
discussed opportunities to phase the implementation of a Preferred 
Alternative.  On April 17, 2013, after an opportunity for public 
comment, the CTB endorsed Alternative 1 as the Preferred 
Alternative with the option to widen to the outside or within the 
median to be determined on a section-by-section basis.  Copies of 
the resolutions can be found in Appendix J – Resolutions of this 
Final EIS.
Following these actions, on June 28, 2013, the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and the Virginia Department of 
Transportation (VDOT) held a meeting with the I-64 Peninsula 
Study cooperating agencies to discuss the CTB resolution, the 
Preferred Alternative, the phased approach, and the next steps 
for the I-64 Peninsula Study.  A copy of the minutes from this 
meeting can be found in Appendix I – Coordination in Response 
to Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final EIS.  As discussed 
at this meeting, the cooperating agencies agreed with the phased 
approach to implementing the Preferred Alternative.  The 
identification of a Preferred Alternative for the entire corridor is 
consistent with the objective of analyzing transportation solutions 
on a broad enough scale to provide meaningful analysis.  It was 
agreed that further coordination with the appropriate agencies 

would occur as the project progresses.  The framework of this 
coordination is described in the next section of this appendix.
The first likely operationally independent section was identified in 
the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) 
resolution dated June 20, 2013, as the expansion of I-64 from Exit 
255 (Jefferson Avenue) to Exit 242 (Humelsine Parkway) to six 
lanes.  This resolution is contained in Appendix J – Resolutions 
of this Final EIS and is based on several previous actions, 
including the June 19, 2013, CTB approval of the 2014-2019 Six-
Year Improvement Program (SYIP) which includes $100 million 
in funding for Capacity Improvements to I-64 from the City of 
Newport News to the City of Williamsburg.  While the SYIP 
includes funding for this section, there is no identified funding for 
the remainder of Alternative 1 at this time.
To describe the phased approach, text has been included throughout 
this Final EIS explaining that the implementation of Alternative 
1 would occur via the construction of operationally independent 
sections.  An operationally independent section can be built and 
function as a viable transportation facility, even if the rest of the 
work described in this Final EIS is never built.  It is possible that 
the full number of lanes associated with the Preferred Alternative 
for a particular operationally independent section may not be 
constructed initially.  The Final EIS does not place any restrictions 
on the phasing for construction purposes for the operationally 
independent sections.  Therefore, each future analysis update will 
be based on the scope of the operationally independent section to 
be covered by the ROD.  The full number of lanes identified for 
Alternative 1 can be found in Figures II.3 and II.4 in Chapter II – 
Alternatives Considered of this Final EIS.

II. Agency Coordination and Public Involvement   
 throughout the Phased Implementation 
This section describes the roles different groups, agencies, elected 
officials, and the public would play in the phased implementation 
of Alternative 1. 
A. Metropolitan Planning Organizations
The Hampton Roads TPO and Richmond Area Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) will play a critical role in 
implementing this phased approach.  It is the responsibility of 
these planning organizations to program funding for operationally 
independent sections within metropolitan planning areas.  In 
accordance with the current federal regulations and guidance, 

projects in metropolitan planning areas must be included with 
identified funding in the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which in included 
within the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  
Projects in rural areas outside of metropolitan planning areas 
must be consistent with the Statewide Long Range Transportation 
Plan (SLRTP) and contained within the STIP (23 CFR 450).  
Until funding for the next subsequent phase (e.g., right of way 
acquisition) of a section is included in the respective organization’s 
TIP and/or STIP, and funding for construction of that section is 
included in the LRTP, FHWA cannot issue a Record of Decision 
(ROD) for the given section. 
The MPOs work cooperatively with the state and public transit 
providers to identify the necessary funding for transportation 
improvement projects.  Prior to a project being included in the 
TIP and/or STIP, the planning organization must complete an air 
conformity analysis in non-attainment or maintenance areas.  The 
Metropolitan Planning Regulations (23 CFR 450) and the Clean 
Air Act (CAA) Transportation Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93) 
require that a project located in a metropolitan planning area and/
or in a CAA nonattainment or maintenance area be contained 
in a conforming, fiscally-constrained LRTP.  The study area 
encompasses the Richmond Area MPO and the Hampton Roads 
TPO which are responsible for regional conformity analyses.  The 
portions of the I-64 Peninsula project located in Henrico, James 
City and York Counties and the Cities of Richmond, Newport 
News and Hampton lie in an area that is currently designated 
as being in “maintenance” with the 8-hour ozone standard.  As 
such, implementation of Alternative 1 within this region would 
be subject to regional transportation conformity requirements 
for ozone. The I-64 Peninsula Study EIS is included in the 
Hampton Roads TPO Fiscal Year (FY) 2012-2015 TIP and 2034 
LRTP for Preliminary Engineering (PE) only.  Similarly, the 
I-64 Peninsula Study is included in both the Richmond Planning 
District Commission FY 2012-2015 TIP and 2035 LRTP for PE 
only.  Therefore, the I-64 Peninsula project was not included in 
the regional conformity determination.  Once funding is identified 
through the construction phase for an operationally independent 
section that section can be added to the respective LRTP to meet 
the fiscal constraint requirements and can then be included in a 
regional transportation conformity analysis, if required.  Once the 
air conformity effort is complete, the TIP/STIP can be updated and 
FHWA can move forward with issuing a ROD for that section.
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Figure 1:  Traditional EIS Process and Phased Process
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Acronyms

CTB Commonwealth Transportation Board

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

LRTP Long Range Transportation Plan

ROD Record of Decision

STIP Statewide Transportation Improvement Program

TIP Transportation Improvement Program

VDOT Virginia Department of Tranportation

The CTB endorsed Alternative 1 (a combination of Alternatives 1A and 
1B) as the Preferred Alternative.  Based on fiscal constraints, the length of 
the corridor, and comments from cooperating agencies, FHWA and VDOT 
considered a phased implementation approach.  

   FHWA and VDOT incorporate phased approach into this Final EIS. 

} This series
of actions
repeats as 

many times
as needed
to achieve

the full
build of

Alternative 1.

2

An operationally independent section can be built and function as a viable 
transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in the Final 
EIS is never built.  

*

Traditional EIS Process Phased Process

1
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B. Cooperating and Participating Agencies 
The role of the cooperating and participating agencies in the 
NEPA process, as identified in the I-64 Peninsula Study EIS 
Coordination Plan, has been largely completed through the 
publication of this Final EIS.  However, as the phased approach 
is implemented, these agencies would retain their role as resource, 
regulatory, and/or land management agencies. These roles are 
described below. A list of the cooperating and participating 
agencies is contained in Appendix B – Distribution List of this 
Final EIS.
C. Resource and Regulatory Agencies
As described in the Executive Summary and throughout Chapter 
III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation of 
this Final EIS, coordination with the appropriate resource and 
regulatory agencies would continue, as necessary, as operationally 
independent sections are developed.  Prior to issuing a ROD for 
an operationally independent section, FHWA and VDOT would 
update the environmental analysis in this Final EIS as necessary. 
Coordination with the resource and regulatory agencies such 
as, but not limited to, the U.S. Corps of Engineers (Corps), the 
USEPA, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the United 
States Coast Guard, the National Marine Fisheries Service, the 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ), the 
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, the Virginia 
Department of Conservation and Recreation, Virginia Department 
of Health, the Virginia Marine Resources Commission, and 
the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) may 
occur, depending on the environmental resources involved in an 
operationally independent section. 
Once a ROD is issued for an operationally independent section, 
that section of the I-64 Peninsula Study would move into the final 
engineering design phase.  It is during this phase that design details 
including the precise disturbance limits, the specific right of way 
required, the placement of new pavement, and certifications and 
permits would be prepared and obtained. Certifications and permits 
would be obtained for items such as: Waters of the United States, 
including wetlands; navigable waters; coastal zone management 
areas; and stormwater/erosion and sediment control.  Resource 
and regulatory agencies involved in the certification and permit 
processes include all of the agencies listed in previous paragraph.  
Any necessary mitigation measures also would be finalized 
through coordination with the appropriate agencies.  
The operationally independent section would also move into the 

right of way acquisition and utility relocation phases where any 
additional right of way needed would be identified and acquired. 
The acquisition of right of way would follow the most current state 
and federal regulations before proceeding into construction.  
During construction, further coordination would occur between 
FHWA, VDOT and the appropriate resource and regulatory 
agencies, as needed.  This would include coordination with the 
Corps and the VDEQ for construction monitoring required as part 
of Waters of the United States permits, and coordination with the 
VDHR as outlined in the Programmatic Agreement for any adverse 
effects to historic properties. 
D. Section 106 Consulting Parties and the Programmatic
 Agreement 
As part of the historic properties investigations, eight groups 
accepted consulting party status as part of the consultation 
process under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act.  Further descriptions of the consulting parties and the 
historic property investigations can be found in Chapter III – 
Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation of this Final 
EIS.
To satisfy the requirements of 36 CFR 800, a Programmatic 
Agreement has been developed by the consulting parties and is 
included in Appendix K - Programmatic Agreement of this 
Final EIS.  This Programmatic Agreement outlines the process by 
which historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking 
would be handled during final design and/or construction. This 
includes identification of archaeological resources, final effect 
determinations and opportunities to avoid, minimize or mitigate 
adverse effects on historic properties.  As part of the commitments 
outlined in the Programmatic Agreement, coordination with 
consulting parties would continue for specific resource needs that 
may be identified.  This coordination would be initiated by FHWA 
and VDOT as operationally independent sections of the I-64 
Peninsula Study progress.
The first likely operationally independent section of the I-64 
Peninsula Study passes through the Yorktown Battlefield with 
portions of the battlefield located on either side of the roadway. 
This battlefield has been determined eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places and the boundaries for this battlefield 
were recommended by the American Battlefield Protection 
Program in 2009.  In accordance with 36 CFR 800.5(a), VDOT 
assessed the effects to this property and provided recommended 
effects to the VDHR.  The VDHR concurred that there would be a 

no adverse effect on this property.  In addition to the areas within 
this battlefield, there would be land disturbance throughout the 
construction limits for this first likely operational independent 
section.  The construction limits would be determined during 
the final engineering design phase.  Once these limits were 
confirmed, VDOT would complete the necessary archaeological 
investigations, as outlined in the Programmatic Agreement, and 
present the results to the VDHR and other consulting parties.  
E.	 Officials	with	Jurisdiction	over	Section	4(f)	Resources
As described in Chapter III – Environmental Resources, 
Impacts and Mitigation of this Final EIS, 26 properties within 
the I-64 corridor were identified as Section 4(f) resources.  Based 
on the anticipated impacts of Alternative 1 and consultation 
with the VDHR and the officials with jurisdiction over the 
Section 4(f) properties, FHWA intends to make de minimis 
findings on four of these resources when issuing a ROD for an 
operationally independent section that contains one or more 
of these properties.  These four resources are: the Cold Harbor 
Battlefield, Newport News Park, Battle of Yorktown and Bluebird 
Gap Farm.  Coordination letters regarding each of these properties 
can be found in Appendix I – Coordination in Response to 
Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final EIS.   There are no 
other planned uses of the other 22 identified Section 4(f) resources.  
During the final engineering design phase, impacts to the Section 
4(f) properties identified would be compared to the impacts 
identified in this Final EIS and ROD and the appropriate level 
of analysis, coordination and documentation would be completed 
as operationally independent sections are advanced through this 
phased process.  
The Newport News Park is located within the first likely 
operationally independent section.  Further investigations would 
be completed that examine designs to minimize impacts to the 
park.  As part of this effort, any unavoidable impact to the park 
would be calculated and coordination held between FHWA, VDOT 
and the City of Newport News to discuss impacts and to achieve 
agreement on mitigation measures for this area prior to FHWA 
issuing a ROD for this section.   
F. Future Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis
Prior to the issuance of a ROD for operationally independent 
section, the systematic processes utilized for both the indirect 
effects analysis and the cumulative effects analysis will be 
reviewed and updated for the particular section in order to 
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Draft EIS of this Final EIS.  As described in this letter, design and 
construction of the first likely operationally independent section 
would need to address stormwater management, erosion and 
sediment control, and fuel storage and handling for construction 
equipment. Reservoir staff also offered data on the topography of 
the reservoir and recommended that the design take advantage of 
median area to minimize impacts to the shoreline and near-shore 
habitat areas.
During the final engineering design and permitting phase, 
investigations would be completed that examine designs to 
minimize impacts to the reservoir and address other concerns 
raised by the reservoir staff.  As part of the permitting process, 
any unavoidable impact to the reservoir would be included 
in calculated impacts for Waters of the United States.  Also 
during this phase, coordination meetings would be held with the 
appropriate resource and regulatory agencies along with Newport 
News reservoir staff to discuss impacts and mitigation measures 
for this area.  
United State Department of Defense – Camp Peary Naval 
Reservation and the Yorktown Naval Weapons Station: As 
described in Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need of this Final 
EIS, there is a large military presence in Hampton Roads and 
throughout the Tidewater area, including the Camp Peary 
Naval Reservation and the Yorktown Naval Weapons Station.  
Throughout the EIS study process, various coordination events 
were held with representatives of these facilities to define their 
areas of need and interest.  A comment letter on the Draft EIS 
was received from the United States Department of the Navy 
(Navy), Naval Weapons Station Yorktown and is included in 
Appendix H - Comments on the Draft EIS.  In this letter, it is 
stated that “…for roughly five miles of common property boundary 
between the Department of Transportation and Naval Weapons 
Station Yorktown, the Navy supports the proposed plan to widen 
the interstate to the median while leaving the northern property 
boundary and westbound travel lane outside limits as-is.  If the 
lane were widened to the north, explosive safety concerns would 
have a large operational impact as discussed in past meetings 
and correspondence. The Navy supports the proposal to widen 
the Interstate to the median at Exit 242 (Water Country USA) 
to Route 199.” In addition, the letter states “For roughly three 
miles of common property boundary between the Department of 
Transportation and Camp Peary, the Navy supports transfer of 

land, if needed, in support of this project, provided the project 
relocates all displaced Navy infrastructure including but not 
limited to fences, utilities access roads.”
The Yorktown Naval Weapons Station is located within the first 
likely operationally independent section.  Additional coordination 
on the potential impacts in this area along with further 
investigations of the recommendations from the facility would 
be coordinated with the United States Department of Defense 
(USDOD) as this section is advanced through this phased process.  
FHWA and VDOT are committed to the necessary coordination in 
the final design engineering phase with the USDOD to satisfy their 
concerns to avoid unnecessary impacts to USDOD properties, and 
to ensure that proper care is given to these concerns throughout the 
construction phase.  
United States Department of Interior, National Park Service – 
Colonial National Historical Park:  As described in Chapter III – 
Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation of this Final 
EIS, I-64 currently spans over the Colonial National Historical 
Park at the Colonial Parkway.  Throughout the EIS process, 
numerous coordination activities occurred with the United States 
National Park Service (USNPS) to discuss the park and parkway.   
In examining potential impacts to this area, it is anticipated that the 
proposed I-64 roadway improvements along this area would fall 
within VDOT right of way, thereby avoiding direct impacts to any 
USNPS property.  The coordination letter to the USNPS on this 
matter can be found in Appendix I – Coordination in Response 
to Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final EIS.  
The Programmatic Agreement included in Appendix K - 
Programmatic Agreement of this Final EIS, includes a number 
of commitments that would require ongoing coordination with 
the USNPS through the phased approach.  The Programmatic 
Agreement includes commitments to develop designs that would 
preserve the appearance of the Colonial Parkway and the I-64 
bridges that pass over it, as well as conducting all necessary 
archaeological work on and adjacent to USNPS property prior 
to construction.  Also, the Programmatic Agreement contains 
commitments to further coordinate with the USNPS on traffic 
management and vegetative screening along the Colonial Parkway 
as it approaches and passes under I-64.  During the design and 
construction phases of relevant operationally independent sections, 
further coordination would occur between FHWA, VDOT and the 
USNPS, as needed to address these issues. 

quantitatively identify indirect and cumulative effects to the 
extent practicable.  Included in this review and update will be the 
identification of indirect and cumulative effects as described in 
Section I - Analysis of Indirect Effects, Subsection F, Step 5 – 
Identify Potentially Significant Indirect Effects for Analysis and 
in Section II - Analysis of Cumulative Effects. 
Impacts to the following notable features and resources identified 
and evaluated in this indirect and cumulative effects assessment 
will be reviewed and updated as described below:
• Socioeconomic and Land Use – Neighborhoods and 

Community Facilities and Environmental Justice Populations;
• Natural Resources - Waters of the United States, Including 

Wetlands, Water Quality, Floodplains and Threatened and 
Endangered Species; and

• Section 4(f) Resources.
The updated analysis will utilize current data, field conditions and 
designs, along with engaging in the necessary coordination with 
the appropriate localities and resource and regulatory agencies.  
The updated analysis will also adhere to the current federal and 
state regulations governing these resources.  
G. Other Project Area Coordination 
Throughout the EIS process, coordination was initiated with 
numerous groups representing various resources and facilities 
throughout the I-64 Peninsula Study project area.  The following 
lists these groups along with the needs for future coordination 
throughout the phased approach.
City of Newport News - Newport News Park/Lee Hall Reservoir: 
I-64 passes through the Newport News Park/Lee Hall Reservoir, 
between Exit 247 (Yorktown) and Exit 250 (Fort Eustis 
Boulevard).  In addition to Lee Hall Reservoir being a public water 
supply, the area surrounding the reservoir includes the Newport 
News Park.  
In their comment letter on the Draft EIS, the USEPA noted the 
potential impacts to drinking water reservoirs, including the Lee 
Hall Reservoir, and the need to coordinate with officials with 
jurisdiction over these reservoirs.  The comment letter from the 
USEPA is included in Appendix H – Comments on the Draft EIS 
of this Final EIS.  In response to this comment, FHWA and VDOT 
solicited comments from the Lee Hall Reservoir staff.  Comments 
from representatives with the Lee Hall Reservoir staff are included 
in Appendix I - Coordination in Response to Comments on the 
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socioeconomic and cultural resources, along with engineering 
considerations including lane geometry, hydraulic and drainage 
needs, signing and pavement markings, structures and walls, and 
utilities and right of way requirements, would be considered in 
determining the location of the widening.  Once the footprint 
for the widening is identified, the appropriate NEPA studies and 
documentation would be prepared for the impact areas discussed 
in this Final EIS.  The impacts would be based on more detailed 
information, and it is likely that the impacts would be lower than 
those identified in this Final EIS.     
C. Completing NEPA Studies and Documentation
Once the previous steps have been completed, FHWA and VDOT 
would examine the given operationally independent section to 
determine the need for re-evaluating this Final EIS.  Current 
FHWA regulations (23 CFR 771.129(b)) do not require a written 
reevaluation if major steps to advance the action occur within 
three years after FHWA approval of a Final EIS.  The need for, 
and scope of, additional NEPA studies and documentation would 
be determined on a case-by-case basis and follow the most current 
FHWA and VDOT regulations and policies.  Future environmental 
studies would also follow the current regulations and policies 
of the resource and regulatory agencies in identifying resources, 
impacts and mitigation measures.
As part of future NEPA studies, additional agency and public 
coordination would also occur as necessary.  Additional 
descriptions of possible future agency and public coordination 
activities which could occur during these studies are contained 
in Section II - Agency Coordination and Public Involvement 
throughout the Phased Implementation of this appendix.
D. Issuing the RODs 
The NEPA process for a given operationally independent section 
would be completed through the issuance of a ROD.  In order for 
FHWA to issue a ROD, the steps described in this section must be 
complete.  Once issued, a ROD would be made available to the 
public.  

IV. Implementation
The previous sections of this appendix include descriptions of the 
phased approach, agency coordination and public involvement, 
and completing the NEPA process.  The next steps in the 
phased implementation of the Preferred Alternative are the final 
engineering design, right of way and utilities, and construction.  

H. Public
Throughout the phased approach, public involvement opportunities 
would follow the most current FHWA and VDOT regulations and 
policies.  Currently, FHWA regulations (23 CFR 771.111(h)(3)) 
state that “…based on the reevaluation of project environmental 
documents required by CFR 771.129, the FHWA and the State 
highway agency will determine whether changes in the project 
or new information warrant additional public involvement.”  As 
an operationally independent section was analyzed in preparation 
for the issuance of a ROD, public involvement opportunities 
could include: the necessary property notifications needed for 
any additional field activities; information coordinated through 
representatives of the Hampton Roads TPO and Richmond 
Area MPO; and NEPA documentation being made available for 
public review.  During the final engineering design phase, public 
involvement opportunities could include: citizen information 
meetings, community meetings, special purpose meetings, and 
notices for design public hearings or the willingness to hold a 
design public hearing prior to design approval.  In addition, any 
additional right of way needed would require meetings with 
individual property owners.  During the construction phase, public 
opportunities could include: community, special purpose and 
individual meetings, and the use of variable message signs to alert 
drives of construction activities. Throughout the development and 
implementation of phases, public information would be posted on 
VDOT’s website.

III. Completing the NEPA Process
A. Identifying Operationally Independent Sections/   
Funding 
Chapter II – Alternatives Considered of this Final EIS explains 
that the implementation of Alternative 1 would occur via the 
construction of operationally independent sections as funding is 
identified.  The development of the operationally independent 
sections would be closely coordinated with the Richmond Area 
MPO, Hampton Roads TPO and other state and federal resource 
and regulatory agencies, as described in the previous section of this 
appendix. 
The first likely operationally independent section was identified 
in the Hampton Roads TPO resolution dated June 20, 2013, as the 
expansion of I-64 from Exit 255 (Jefferson Avenue) to Exit 242 
(Humelsine Parkway) to six lanes. This resolution is contained 
in Appendix J – Resolutions of this Final EIS and is based 

on several previous actions, including the June 19, 2013 CTB 
approval of the 2014-2019 SYIP which includes $100 million 
in funding for Capacity Improvements to I-64 from the City 
of Newport News to the City of Williamsburg.  In examining 
the I-64 Peninsula Study, the Hampton Roads TPO wanted to 
determine the appropriate operationally independent section 
that could be developed with the anticipated funding.  To aid 
in this determination, VDOT performed the necessary analysis 
and prepared a report which examined the specific needs of the 
proposed operationally independent section.  A copy of this report 
is included in the I-64 Peninsula Alternatives Development 
Technical Memorandum Appendix G.  This report is an example 
of one type of analysis that may be done in evaluating potential 
operationally independent sections.  The level of analysis and 
documentation needed to identify the operationally independent 
sections would be determined by FHWA and VDOT in 
coordination with the Richmond Area MPO and Hampton Roads 
TPO, as necessary.  
The MPOs work cooperatively with the state and public transit 
providers to identify the necessary funding for transportation 
improvement projects.  For future sections within metropolitan 
planning areas, the Hampton Roads TPO and Richmond Area 
MPO will play a critical role in implementing this phased approach 
by securing funding for operationally independent sections.  For 
areas outside of metropolitan planning areas, the CTB would 
allocate the funds for the sections.  Although the SYIP includes 
funding for the first likely section, there is no identified funding 
for the remainder of Alternative 1 at this time. In addition, prior to 
a project being included in the TIP/STIP, the MPO must complete 
an air conformity analysis in nonattainment and maintenance areas 
as described in Section II.A Local Planning Agencies of this 
appendix.  
With the identification of reasonably available funding for an 
operationally independent section and with the publication of this 
Final EIS, the section can be added to the LRTP to meet the fiscal 
constraint requirements and can then be included in a regional 
transportation conformity analysis.
B. Determining Outside/Median Widening
As previously described, the identification of future sections 
along with the determination as to outside or median widening 
for the mainline of I-64 would be closely coordinated with the 
Richmond Area MPO, Hampton Roads TPO and other state and 
federal resource and regulatory agencies.  Impacts to natural, 
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The following describes the key technical components within each 
of these phases.  As previously described, public involvement 
and agency coordination opportunities would occur as necessary 
throughout all of these phases depending on the circumstances of 
the operationally independent section.
As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered of this 
Final EIS, the alternatives for the I-64 mainline improvements 
and for the interchange areas were completed to a conceptual 
design level.  The final engineering design phase for operationally 
independent sections would include detailed engineering design 
based on field survey data in designing items such as, but not 
limited to: the limits of pavement, including roadway and 
shoulders; structures including walls and bridges; hydraulics and 
drainage; sedimentation and erosion; landscaping; lighting; signing 
and pavement markings; maintenance and protection of traffic; cut/
fill limits of disturbance; staging areas; and the identification of 
right of way and utility needs.  The final engineering design would 
follow the most current state and federal policies and regulations. 
In addition to the future final engineering design work necessary 
for the I-64 mainline widening, future design efforts would 
be necessary for the 25 existing interchanges within the I-64 
Peninsula Study project area.  During the EIS studies, geometric 
deficiencies along with design year 2040 traffic volumes and 
resulting levels of service (LOS) at each interchange location 
were examined.  Conceptual designs were investigated that would 
accommodate the future traffic, and assumptions were made 
and applied to each interchange to establish a study footprint 
that would allow for enough flexibility during the final design 
phase to accommodate other concepts not yet examined.  Further 
engineering and traffic analyses would be performed at each 
interchange as operationally independent sections progress.  
During the Interchange Modification Report process, which is 
currently required before FHWA approves any changes to interstate 
interchanges, each of these interchange configurations would serve 
as a starting point to be further studied and refined with a more 
in-depth examination of the needs at each location, in order to 
produce a constructible design during the final engineering design 
phase.
Also during this phase the required certifications and permits 
would be prepared and obtained for items such as: Waters of 
the United States, including wetlands; navigable waters; coastal 
zone management areas; and stormwater/erosion and sediment 
control. Any necessary mitigation measures also would be finalized 

through coordination with the appropriate agencies.  In addition, 
commitments made in this Final EIS, including the Programmatic 
Agreement, and subsequent NEPA documentation along with any 
commitments agreed to during the permitting process would be 
included in the final engineering design plans. 
An operationally independent section would also go through the 
right of way acquisition and utility relocation process where any 
additional right of way needed would be acquired.  As part of the 
EIS studies, right of way impacts were calculated to a conceptual 
design level.  During the final engineering design phase specific 
impacts to each individual property would be defined based on 
the final engineering design for the I-64 mainline and for the 
interchange areas.  The acquisition of any additional right of way 
would involve coordination with individual property owners in 
following the most current state and federal regulations before 
proceeding into construction.  In addition, impacts to existing and 
future utilities would be determined through coordination with the 
necessary utility companies.  This coordination would also identify 
the need for any additional right of way required for the relocation 
of utilities along with any special requirements needed for the 
relocation process.   
During the construction phase, clearing, earthwork and 
construction activities would occur.  Activities within the 
construction zone and necessary staging areas would be identified 
and coordinated with the appropriate parties based on current state 
and federal regulations.  Mitigation and coordination commitments 
made in this Final EIS and subsequent NEPA documents, along 
with any commitments agreed to during the final engineering 
design and permitting phase, would be adhered to during the 
construction phase.  Coordination would occur with the public 
and appropriate resource and regulatory agencies as necessary as a 
section is constructed. 
As previously described in this appendix, public opportunities 
during the construction phase could include, but are not limited to: 
community, special purpose and individual meetings along with 
the use of variable message signs to alert drives of construction 
activities.  Throughout this phase, public information would also 
be posted on VDOT’s website.  In addition, coordination would 
occur between FHWA, VDOT and the appropriate resource and 
regulatory agencies including: coordination with the Corps and the 
VDEQ for construction monitoring required as part of the Waters 
of the United States permits, and coordination with the VDHR 
for effects to historic properties as outlined in the Programmatic 
Agreement. 

V. Summary
This appendix was developed to explain the phased approach that 
would be taken to implement Alternative 1 as identified in this 
Final EIS.  It includes an explanation of the steps required to 
secure funding and identify operationally independent sections, 
and it provides descriptions of agency coordination, public 
involvement, and the procedures for completing the NEPA process. 
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